
.I 4 OCI 1997 

From: Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Cemp hjewk. 
To: Cmrxm&.r, Atlautic Division, Naval FaciMies Engineer& Cominand, Attn: 

~:&t&rineLau&nap (Code 1823), 151.O~Gdbert Stie&, Noafo&, Virginia 2351’1-2699 

Subj: REh&DIAL INWSTIG$I’I~N OPJZIWBm UNIT NO. 17 (SITES 90,91, AND 92) 

Encl: (1) Comments on $h&Remediaf Inve&ation,operable U&t No. 17 (Sites ?0,91, and 92) 
Tvbuke*rpsBw,CampUja~=~~ ,. 

,. -. 
1, The sgbj+xt do&menthz been r&wed by the hst&ation R+stozztipn ,J%&ion, 
Envirwmental hhagement Depgr@e&.Marine Corps B-.-p Lejeune. Our comments 
are coirtained h tlpieuclosure. . * 

.: 
2.’ It is requested that .the~Instslla$on ~&ion D&ion be notitkd of the actions taken to 
‘acco~teh commeuts. _. : ,.’ 

‘j. If .youhwe any questions or comments, please contact Mr. Brian Mkrshbuq Installation 
: Restoration Divih, Enviromrkpti~Management ikpartm&, st’D$N 484-5068, or commercial 

(910).45.1-5068; .’ ‘.:,.. -’ ..’ ’ . . .‘;, 
: . . 
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Comments on the Remedial Xnvestigmtion 
Operable Unit No. 17 (Sites 90,91, and 92) 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeuue 

eral commentg 

1. This Operable Unit is in a r&on of possible near-term growth aboard Marine Corps Base 
(MCB), Camp Lejuene. The Record of Decision (if a Proposed Remedial Action Plan and 
Feasibility Study are going to be bypassed) should address possible facility construction or 
remodeling and/or developmental limit&ions based on &sting conditions. 

2. Please give a more detailed explanation in the. document’s “Preface” or in the “Background” 
Section for each site as to why a Focused Remedial Investigatjon (RQwas performed as opposed 
to a typical Remedial Investigation; mention the concurrence ofthe regulators with this approach. 

. 

. 

3. For each site, subsurface soiS samples submitted to the fixed-base laboratory had posit& 
detection’s for inorganics (namely calcium) that,exeeeded twice the inorganic’s average base 

Some of these particular inorganics ‘had no. residential specific background concentrations. 
background ;critera (RBCs) s&h which to compqe to the. high de&&ion%. Tber&ore, should we 
auto~cally eliminate calciumfrom &%ion aS azontammant Of potent@ concern? 

c Comments: Site 90 
: 

. 
-.l. § 2.7 &nbficau *on of Wate Suoplv Wells. nape 2-6. pwanh 1 t The last sentence in the 
paragraph states that groundu& is treated at fiveplants with a tot&capacity of 15.8 gpd. 
Please correct either the number or units, to refiectpropti treatment. capacity. . 

‘. . 
2. 8 2.7 Identification of Water &pplv We& nage 2-6. oaraarat>h It is mentioned in this 
paragraph that contammation was found in supply well‘BB-44 by C+eophex .in 1990. For note, 
recent groundwater samples coIIected from this supplywelL(Januq, 1997 and June, 1997) 
indicate that alI volatile contaminants tegted for by EPA test method 524.2 were below. the 
analytical hboratory’s minimum detection liit of 0.5 ppb., Please, make mention of this. 

3. J’ahle 2-3, Based on the depth to groundwater measurements obtained on 26 April 1997 f?om 
monitoring well IR90-TWO& the groundwater elevation at,this well should be 3.19 feet, msl 
rather than the reported 3.17 feet, msl. 

4. 5 3.2.1 Temporary Well In&&ion. oaP;e 3-3. oaramaph 1, Sentence five (5) should have the 
unit “inch” between “3 l/4-” and “diameter”. 

5. § 3 2.2 w I Sentence five (5) is incomplete 
(“...decontaminated ? -- damp paper towel...“). 

Enclosure (1) 



6. §.3,5IDW~ent.page3 5.-e m The first sentence should read “Soil and 
groundwater sampling activities associated with this investigation resulted in the generation of 
IDWU. 

7. § 4.4 Analytical Result-e 4-4. mmraph 1, Opening sentence mentions analytical results 
from Site 91; should be Site 90. 

: 
. . :. 

8. S4.4. I Sod Invwaae 4-6. paragraph 6, Please indicate that the fact that levels of 
incrganics in the soil samplescollected were lower than base &t&round concentrations indicates 
that inorganics found in the samples are && the result background conditions and not site 
n&i&d. 

*. ‘. 
9. § 4.4.2 Ciriu~dWo n. oatze 4-7. n-h 3, Please change the designation of _ 
monitoring well INO-MWO8 from “temporary” to “existing”. Also, it is stated that PCE 
contamination detected in monitoring well lR9OMWO4 is possibly due to a result of an isolated 
spill f?om the filling process of ASTs near.building BB-16; what woiAd.be a possible reasou for 
the detection of PCE at monitoriug well IR90-MWO8 since this well is not downgradient 
(regarding groundwater flow), of building BB- 1.6.. 

10. 
. 

8 4.6 Q&y kWurance/WQ co- 4-S. baranrabh4. Is it nattual that this 
number of inorganics (11) would be present in an equipment &sate blank? 

11. Q. ‘5.2. i Identification of Data Suitable for Use in a Qu&tative Risk Assessment. page 5-2. 
ganwr&&&. In third sentence, change phrase “upon cIosure of this &cility” to read “in the event 
of closure.of this facility”: 

12. § 5.2.3.2 Groundwater. Fixed Base Laboratorv. uarze 5-6. Darawauh 2. Eliminate the last 
sentence. 

. 
beafic Qmmgg&: Site91 . . 

1. 8 l-3.1 Three Well &e Check. page l-2. paragraph 2. bullet I, Delete the second mentioning 
of YI’PH-total oil and.greasei.’ 

2. See Site 90, Comment 1. 

3. See Site 90, Cornme& 2. 

4. 8 3.6 Variations from the Pro&t Plans. page 3-6. parapaph 1. bullet 1 c Remove word 
“provide” from third sentence. 

5. See Site 9O,.Comment 10. * 

6. Se Site 90, Comment 11. 
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Specific Commentg Site $X2 

1. See Site 90, Comment 1. 

.2. See Site 90, Comment 2. 

LANlUlV LUlJI2 16 l&guur/ vu* 
.. . 

i%mde ae 3-4. mraaraph 1‘ Please exglb why.ody one 

4. 8 Table 4-3, This table is the sak 89 Table 4-2. Please correct. 

5. ‘SeeSite90,CommentlO. . . ,.. .,’ _, .’ 

6. Se Site 90, Comment 11. 
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